25 Camera traps are a unique survey tool used to monitor a wide variety of mammal species.
4 70 many species targeted by CT surveys are wide-ranging, rare, or elusive, which often leads to a 71 low number of detections [15] . Accordingly, CT surveys often rely on attractants, such as bait or 72 scent lure, to increase detection probabilities. Baits are typically some form of food reward, such 73 as a carcass or piece of meat, while lures are typically non-reward pastes or oils with a pungent 74 odour [16] . While many opinions and experiences exist, the specific effects of attractants on CT 75 detections is poorly studied [17, 18] .
76
There is thus a need to better quantify the effects of attractants on CT detections across 77 species, and, particularly, to assess the potential for biased inferences. There is evidence that 83 Similarly, comparisons of results across studies that vary in their use of attractants may not be 84 reliable. Since the effects of attractants are rarely considered in statistical analyses of CT data, 85 there is considerable potential for biases in estimates of population and community attributes and 86 thus in the management recommendations they inform.
87
Our study aimed to test whether the presence of a scent lure influenced overall CT 88 detection rates of mammals, and whether this influence was consistent across different mammal 89 species and groups. We capitalized on an extensive CT sampling program in Alberta, Canada, 90 that included both lured and unlured camera stations. We hypothesized that behavioural 91 differences between mammalian predator and prey species would lead to differential responses to 92 a pungent scent lure typical of CT surveys. More specifically, we hypothesized that scent lure 5 93 would increase CT detections for mammalian predators, but decrease detections for prey species 94 likely to be warier of smells mimicking animal carcasses. 130 at the same site as potential criteria for defining independent detection events [11]. As we found 131 little sensitivity in the number of events across these intervals, we used the 30 min threshold to 132 define events for subsequent analyses. We excluded domesticated mammal species from the 133 detection dataset (S1 Table) . The remaining wild mammal species were classified into functional 134 groupings as either predators-with sub-groups of large (>20 kg) and small (<20 kg)
135 carnivores-or prey, with sub-groups of ungulates and small mammals (S1 Table) . We chose 136 one species of management concern with a moderate number of detections from each sub-group 137 to assess whether the group-level results were generalizable to the species level; specifically:
10 207 or moose (β = 0.00 ± 1.14 SE and 0.07 ± 0.15, z = 0.00 and 0.50, p = 0.998 and 0.621; 208 respectively; Fig 5) . Temporal patterns of mammal detections across the period of CT sampling were similar 217 between lured and unlured cameras, but displayed some interesting seasonal patterns (Fig 3) .
218 Carnivore detections were relatively consistent, with a slight increase during weeks 10-20, likely 219 due to the spring emergence of black bear-there were only 5 detections of black bear in the first 220 30 days following CT deployment and all remaining detections in the latter 90 days of CT 221 activity (Fig 3) . Small carnivores and small mammals showed a peak in detections 2-4 weeks 222 following deployment, regardless of scent lure deployment, and then a gradual decrease in 223 detections. For ungulates, the largest number of detections occurred between weeks 10 and 20 of 224 the CTs being active.
226 Discussion
227 Scent lure was shown to have a positive impact on CT detections of predators as a group, 228 including the predator subgroups and species assessed separately, with the exception of gray 229 wolf. By contrast, prey species on the whole, and the subgroups of prey evaluated, did not show
